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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Claims 1-12 are pending in tine application 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 7-12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ricketson et al. (5,307,978) in view of Sabyeying (6,062,459). 

Regarding claim 7, Ricketson et al. has a wirebonding apparatus for wirebonding 
a lead frames being part of a lead frame assembly to semiconductor products mounted 
on the respective lead frames, which comprises a wirebonding frame 26 (i.e. platform), 
an indexing device for indexing the lead frame 10 in an index direction relative to the 
wirebonding frame (figure 2). There is a first, stationary clamp 33 (top) and 34 (bottom) 
in the index direction relative to the wirebonding frame 26 (figure 2 and column 4 lines 
31-50). Ricketson et al. also states a second clamp 40 (grippers on the indexing head 
1 6) for indexing and clamping lead frames that is movable in the index direction to the 
wirebonding frame (figure 4). 

Ricketson et al. does not disclose that the clamp 40 clamps the leads. However, 
the clamp would be capable of clamping the leads since the leads are located on the 
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lead frame that is being clamped. While Ricketson et al. doesn't mention the movable 
clamp clamping the second row of lead frames, it would be capable of doing so by use 
of the optical sensors 32 (figure 2) there by permitting the movable clamp to be located 
exactly opposite any one of the bonding sites of the lead frame (column 5 lines 54-59). 
While features of an apparatus may be recited either structurally or functionally, claims 
directed to an apparatus must be distinguished from the prior art in terms of structure 
rather than function (MPEP 21 14). This wirebonding apparatus uses an automatic wire 
bonder to perform wirebonding operations at the bonding site 72. The wirebonding tool 
bonds the semiconductors that are gripped 40 and indexed by the indexing head 16 and 
brought to the stationary clamp (column 7 lines 8-16 and figure 2 and 4). 

Ricketson et al. does not specifically state more than one row of lead frames. 
While the apparatus of Ricketson does not expressly teach multiple rows of lead 
frames, the apparatus would be capable of performing a wirebonding operation on 
multiple rows because Ricketson et al. states that the Y table 19 can move in the Y 
direction (figure 2 and column 4 lines 31-38). However, Sabyeying does teach a 
stationary wire bonding clamp 100 for accommodating multiple adjacent rows of lead 
frames 1 1 7 (figure 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to use the clamp by Sabyeying in the apparatus of 
Ricketson et al. for the benefit of a more efficient wirebonding system that allows for 
simultaneous bonding of multiple rows of lead frames. 

Regarding claim 8, Ricketson et al. states that while the automatic wire bonder is 
performing bonding on the site, the gripping mechanism 40 releases the lead frame 10 
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from the bonding site 72 and repositions itself using the sensor 32 (column 7 lines 8-16 
and figure 2 and 4). 

Regarding claim 9, Ricketson et al. has the first clamp 33 and 34 that is situated 
opposite from the second clamp 40 (figures 2 and 4). 




Regarding claim 10, the apparatus of Ricketson does not expressly teach 
multiple/even rows of lead frames, the apparatus would be capable of performing a 
wirebonding operation on multiple/even rows because Ricketson et al. states that the Y 
table 19 can move in the Y direction (figure 2 and column 4 lines 31-38). However, 
Sabyeying does teach a stationary wire bonding clamp 100 for accommodating multiple 
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adjacent rows of lead frames 117 (figure 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the clamp by Sabyeying 
in the apparatus of Ricketson for the benefit of a more efficient wirebonding system that 
allows for simultaneous bonding of multiple/even rows of lead frames. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , while features of an apparatus may be recited either 
structurally or functionally, claims directed to an apparatus must be distinguished from 
the prior art in terms of structure rather than function (MPEP 21 14). The apparatus of 
Ricketson et al. would be capable of adapting to perform a wirebonding operation while 
the first clamp is released. 

Regarding claim 12, while features of an apparatus may be recited either 
structurally or functionally, claims directed to an apparatus must be distinguished from 
the prior art in terms of structure rather than function (MPEP 21 14). The wirebonding 
apparatus of Ricketson et al. would be capable further clamping n lead frames of a 
further row of lead frames, the n lead frames of the further row being adjacent to the n 
adjacent lead frames of the first row and the further row of lead frames being adjacent 
and parallel to the first row as seen in the index direction. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 1-6 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
Regarding claim 1 , the prior art does not teach or suggest a method for 
wirebonding leads of a plurality of lead frames being part of a lead frame assembly by 
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wirebonding tool to semiconductor products mounted on the respective lead frames, 
the lead frame assembly being indexable in an index direction relative to a wirebonding 
frame, and comprising a first row of lead frames and a second row of lead frames that is 
adjacent and parallel to the first row as seen in the index direction, the lead frames 
being spaced from each other at a lead frame pitch in the index direction where the 
method as stated in the claim includes clamping the leads of n adjacent lead frames of 
the second row by a second clamp, and wirebonding the leads of the n lead frames of 
the second row to the corresponding semiconductor product. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments, see Applicant Arguments/Remarks, filed 6/1 6/2008, with 
respect to claims 1-6 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 1 12 2"^" 
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rejection of claims 3 and 4 have been overcome with the newly amended claim 3. The 
35 use 103a rejection of claims 1-6 has been withdrawn. The applicant argues that the 
Ricketson et al. does not disclose a wirebonding method for bonding multiple rows of 
lead frames with a second movable clamp that clamps the leads of adjacent lead 
frames. This argument is persuasive and the rejection of claims 1-6 has been 
withdrawn. Claims 7-12 are still rejected as the function of the apparatus must only be 
capable of performing the method as claimed. 

6. Regarding claim 1 1 , the applicant argues that the "adapted to perform a 
wirebonding operation" is not intended use. While this recitation may no be intended 
use, it is still functional language (MPEP 21 14). Therefore, the wirebonding apparatus 
must only be capable of adapting to perform a wirebonding operation while the first 
clamp is released. 

7. Regarding claims 7-12, the applicant argues that the second clamp does not 
clamp the leads on the lead frame. However, Ricketson does disclose a second clamp 
that would be capable of clamping the leads on a lead frame. The applicant also argues 
that "capable of is not the standard required to support a rejection and instead, the 
prior art must actually teach or suggest each aspect of the claimed invention. While this 
is true for method claims, apparatus claims are based on structure and not function. 
The apparatus must only be capable of performing the function in an apparatus claim 
(MPEP 21 14). The applicant also argues that the office action proposes replacing 
Ricketson's upper and lower clamp plates with Sabyeying's clamp such that Ricketson's 
work holder could operate on two rows of lead frames. The applicant argues that such 
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a combination would result in both rows of lead frames being clamped by the same 
stationary clamp, in contrast to the claimed invention which has a first stationary clamp 
that clamps the first row and a second movable clamp that clamps the second row. 
However, the Sabyeying reference was used to simply show the idea of multiple 
adjacent rows of lead frames being clamped at the same time. The Sabyeying 
reference has been cited to provide further evidence to support the position that the 
Ricketson reference would be capable of clamping multiple rows. It would have been 
obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill in the art to clamp multiple 
rows of lead frames during wirebonding to allow for a more time efficient wirebonding 
process. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ERIN P. BARRY whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
3634. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 8am- 
5pm Eastern time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Jessica Ward can be reached on (571) 272-1223. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/E. P. B./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 1793 
8/19/2008 

/Jessica L. Ward/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1793 



